The original descriptions of A. affi nis and A. longifolia consist of only short diagnoses with no indication of the material upon which they were based. Two type specimens in the P herbarium show, however, that they were based on the same material. On each of the sheets, the name Almeidea affi nis is written, the epithet is crossed out, and 'longifolia' is written in its place. The handwriting on the specimens matches examples of that of Saint-Hilaire (Burdet 1979), indicating that he himself changed the name. The name A. longifolia was subsequently used in all botanical works where this species is treated (e.g., Candolle 1824; Engler 1874 Engler , 1931 Albuquerque 1968; Silva 1998; Pirani 2009 ), but because it is an illegitimate substitute name for A. affi nis and nomenclaturally superfl uous according to article 52.1 of the ICBN (McNeill et al., 2006) , it must be rejected.
Saint-Hilaire (1823) distinguished A. affi nis from A. rubra by its more obtuse petals and its pubescent (rather than glabrous) pedicels. However, examination of the types of both names and of other collections of Almeidea deposited in the herbaria cited in the acknowledgments showed that these characters are variable and cannot be used to distinguish the two species. As both names, A. affi nis and A. rubra, were published in the same work (and on the same page), we choose the latter to represent this species because of its widespread use in the literature and on herbarium specimens, making A. affi nis a heterotypic synonym of A. rubra.
